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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the application, as amended herein, is respectfully requested. 
Upon entry of this Amendment, claims 9, 12-13, and 16 will be pending. Of the 
foregoing, only claim 9 is independent. 

In the final Office Action dated April 22, 2004, the Examiner rejected claims 9, 
12-13, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Dienes Werke "Hochste 
Qualitat und Prazision" (hereinafter, "Hochste Qualitat"). 1 In addition, the Examiner 
rejected claims 9, 12-13, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
4,21 1,135 (US '135) in view of GB 2,307,878 (GB '878). However, in view of the 
amendments and arguments presented herein, it is believed that all claims pending in this 
application are patentable over the prior art of record. 

In particular, claim 9, the only independent claim, is amended herein to recite that 
the dual cutting edges comprise cutting angles "of about 3°." Support for this 
Amendment may be found on page 9 of the application, para. [0030], as well as in Fig. 
2(a). 


It is unclear to the undersigned precisely which document the Examiner relied upon in rejecting 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). In the PTO/SB/08B Form of the Information Disclosure Statement 
filed February 18, 2004, there is a prior art reference identified as E4a. Immediately above that, there is 
another prior art reference, namely the "Hochste Qualitat" reference which does not have a letter code but 
probably should have been identified as E4. The Hochste Qualitat reference is a ten-page document, 
whereas E4a as identified on that form comprises an enlarged view of page 10 of the Hochste Qualitat 
document. In the final Office Action dated April 22, 2004, as well as in the Advisory Action dated 
September 24, 2004, the Examiner relied upon "E4a" in rejecting the claims. However, in both of these the 
Examiner referred to page 7 of E4a, although, as explained above, E4a comprises only page 10. In order to 
reduce confusion, the ten-page document will be referred to herein as Hochste Qualitat. This document 
includes E4a as identified on the Form PTO/SB/088. 
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It is submitted that this feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by the references 
relied upon by the Examiner. Furthermore, this feature, wherein the dual cutting edges 
have cutting angles of about 3° enables the lower blade shaft to work both by the razor 
blade cutting method as well as by the shear cutting method. 

Thus, a close examination of the Hochste Qualitat reference shows that it does not 
disclose or suggest dual cutting edges on the lower blades having cutting angles of about 
3°. Furthermore, Hochste Qualitat does not show the 3° cutting angle feature of the dual 
cutting edges in combination with keyways having a width of about 0.8 to 2 mm, 
whereby the lower blade shaft is configured for use in a razor blade cutting method and 
also for use in a shear cutting method. 

Similarly, neither US '135 nor GB '878 discloses or suggests the dual cutting 
edges of the lower blades comprising cutting angles of about 3°. Furthermore, these prior 
art references also do not show this feature in combination with keyways having a width 
of 0.8 to 2 mm, whereby the lower blade shaft is configured for a razor blade cutting 
method and for a shear cutting method. 

Moreover, applicants also specifically traverse the Examiner's combination of US 
'135 with GB '878. Thus, US '135, at col. 2, lines 24-25, specifically states that the 
"minimum spacing of the grooves which is technically possible is from 3 to 5 mm." 
However, in order to find applicants' claimed invention unpatentable, in the final Office 
Action dated April 22, 2004, the Examiner combined the lower blade shaft of US '135 
with a teaching in GB '878 of keyways having a width of 1 mm. It is submitted that US 
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'135 teaches away from keyways which are spaced apart from each other by less than 3 
mm. Modifying the lower blade shaft of US '135 so that the keyways have a spacing of 
less than 3 mm would be contrary to the specific teaching of US '135. Accordingly, it 


would not have been obvious to a person or ordinary skill in the art without the benefit of 


hindsight to modify the lower blade shaft of US ' 135 in light of GB '878 so that the 
keyways have a width of 0.8 to 2 mm as specified in claim 9. 

In view of the foregoing, it is believed that the application is now in condition for 
allowance and a favorable action on the merits is respectfully requested. 


Date: February 17, 2005 

Proskauer Rose LLP 
1585 Broadway 
New York, New York 10036 
(212) 969-3000 


Respectfully Submitted, 



Attorney for Applicant 
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